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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1. Rejection of claims 1-10 under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, is withdrawn pursuant 
to Applicant's amendment. 

2. Claims 7, 9, and 10 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b). 

3. Claims 1-6 and 8 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

5. Claims 7, 9, and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Rueter, 
U.S. Patent No. 5,782,989. 

The claimed invention reads on Rueter as follows: Rueter discloses a process for 
cleaning a reactor comprising of feeding a solution selected from an aqueous base (column 3, 
line 64 - column 4, line 1 1), an organic solvent of isopropanol (column 4, lines 12-27) and 
acetone (column 3, lines 48-50); emptying the reactor (column 6, lines 24-27); wherein, the 
reactor is a heat exchanger (column 6, lines 17-21). 

The elements in the claims are read in the reference. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this tide, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1, 2, 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Petermann 
et al., U.S. Patent No. 3,985,572. 

Petermann discloses a process of feeding a solution of water through multiple pressure 
sources to a reactor having an agitator with blades and pressure sources aimed at the agitator 
blades (column 5, lines 18-25; column 9, lines 27-48); emptying the reactor (Figure 1); wherein 
the multiple pressure sources are hoses equipped with nozzles (column 5, lines 18-25); wherein 
the water is fed to the reactor at a pressure from 2,000 psi (138 bar) to 6,000 psi (414 bar) 
(column 5, lines 18-25); and wherein the reactor is equipped with a heat exchanger in an external 
loop (Figures 8A-8F; column 4, lines 52-60). 

Petermann does not disclose wherein the pressure sources are stationary nor wherein the 
agitator is rotated while the solution is fed to the reactor. However, Petermann discloses wherein 
the agitator is stationary and the pressure sources are rotated while the solution is fed to the 
reactor (column 1, lines 27-43; column 9, lines 27-48). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to clean a reactor wherein the pressure sources are stationary and wherein the agitator 
is rotated while the solution is fed to the reactor in place of wherein the agitator is stationary and 
the pressure sources are rotated while the solution is fed to the reactor because one would have 
arrived at the same expected results. Further, the reversal of parts was held to have been 
obvious. In re Gazda, 104 USPQ 400 (CCPA 1955). The rearrangement of parts was also held 
to have been obvious. In re Japikse 86 USPQ 70 (CCPA 1950). 
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8. Claims 1, 3, 5, and 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Petermann as applied to claims 1, 2, and 4 above, in view of the teaching reference of 
Komabashiri et al., EP 0248681 Bl. 

Recitation of Petermann is recited here from above. 

Petermann does not explicitly disclose wherein the hoses are made of 316 stainless steel 
or wherein the cleaning agent is aqueous base or caustic. However, Komabashiri discloses 
wherein material used in a polymerization reactor, agitator, and baffle-plates is 316 stainless 
steel (page 4, lines 25-27) and wherein the cleaning agent is aqueous base or caustic (page 2, 
lines 37) at a temperature of 100°C or less (page 2, lines 41). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to clean a reactor with 316 stainless steel because Komabashiri teaches that such 
material is conventional in polymerization reactors, agitators, and baffle materials (page 4, lines 
25-27). Further, the use of conventional material to perform their known functions in a 
conventional process is obvious. In re Raner, 134 USPQ 343 (CCPA 1962). 

It would have been also been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to clean with a feeding solution of aqueous base or caustic at 100°C because 
Komabashiri teaches remarkable cleaning of a polymerization reactor (page 2, lines 28-3 1; page 
4, lines 42-48). 

9. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Petermann as 
applied to claims 1, 2, and 4 above, in view of Rodriguez et al, U.S. Patent No. 5,145,597. 

Recitation of Petermann is recited here from above. 
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Petermann discloses wherein the feeding solution is a cleaning agent but does not 
explicitly disclose that it is an aqueous base or caustic. However, Rodriguez discloses wherein 
the cleaning agent is aqueous base or caustic (column 2, lines 1 1-26) at room temperature 
(column 1, line 62 - column 2, line 2). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to combine Petermann in view of Rodriguez because Rodriguez teaches an improved method and 
solution is removing polymer residues from mechanical equipment in the production of such 
polymers (column 1, lines 10-15, 52-59). 

10. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rueter as applied 
to claims 7, 9, and 10 above, in view of Komabashiri et al., EP 0248681 Bl. 

Recitation of Rueter is repeated here from above. 
Rueter does not disclose wherein the organic solvent comprises 15-30 weight percent aqueous 
base and from 40-60 weight percent organic solvent, based on the total weight of the solution, 
and the remainder water. However, Komabashiri discloses wherein the organic solvent 
comprises 0.01-30 weight percent aqueous base and from 0.01-50 weight percent organic 
solvent, based on the total weight of the solution, and the remainder water (page 2, lines 32-42). 

Response to Arguments 

1 1 . Applicant's arguments filed 15 July 2002 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant argues that Reuter only discloses a cleaning solution containing a strong base 
which is soluble in the cleaning composition but does not disclose an aqueous base. However, 
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Reuter clearly discloses that the base may be advantageously added in solid form or dissolved in 
water (column 5, lines 1-6). Therefore, this limitation in the claim is met. 

Applicant argues that the cleaning nozzles in Petermann must follow programmable paths 
which must be controlled by a computer rather than by the reaction operator. However, 
Petermann teaches that the nozzles may be controlled by an electronic computer (column 1, line 
33) and simply does not require computer control. Petermann also discloses that the container 
tank may be provided with internal obstructions by stating "If the container tank is provided with 
internal obstructions" (column 4, lines 52-53), therefore, internal obstructions are not a necessary 
requirement in Petermann. Although Petermann does not disclose wherein the pressure sources 
are stationary or wherein the agitator is rotated while the solution is fed to the reactor, Petermann 
does disclose wherein the agitator is stationary and the pressure sources are rotated while the 
solution is fed to the reactor (column 1, lines 27-43; column 9, lines 27-48). The transposition of 
process steps where the processes are substantially identical or equivalent in terms of function, 
manner and result, was held not to patentably distinguish the process. Ex parte Rubin 128 USPQ 
440 (PTO BdPatApp 1959). As stated above, the reversal of parts and the rearrangement of 
parts was held to have been obvious and would have also arrived at the same expected results by 
making the pressure sources stationary and rotating the agitator blade while the solution is fed to 
the reactor. Unless Applicant can show unexpected results, such a modification would have been 
obvious. 

In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the references, 
the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by combining or modifying the 
teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is some teaching, 
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suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge 
generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 
USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and/w re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 
1992). In this case, Komabishiri clearly teaches that a mixture of organic solvent which 
comprises 0.01-30 weight percent aqueous base and from 0.01-50 weight percent organic 
solvent, based on the total weight of the solution, and the remainder water (page 2, lines 32-42) 
achieves satisfactory cleaning of the interior of a polymerization reactor, including the inside 
surface, agitator, and baffle-plates (page 2, lines 32-35). Therefore, one skilled in the art would 
have been motivated to combine Rueter in view of Komabashiri for reasons just previously 
recited. 

Conclusion 

12. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 . 1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 
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13. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jiri F. Smetana whose telephone number is (703)605-1 173. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday (7:30am-4:30pm). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Randy P. Gulakowski can be reached on (703)608-4333. The fax phone numbers for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are (703)872-93 10 for regular 
communications and (703)872-9311 for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703)308-0661. 



Jiri F. Smetana 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 1746 
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